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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . This action is in reply to the application filed on 04/1 3/2004. 

2. Claims 54-69, 100-1 1 1 are currently pending and have been examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 



4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at Issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill In the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present In the application Indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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5. Claims 54-56, 58-64, 66-69 and 1 00-1 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Kelley (US 2003 /01 54085 A1) in views of Brant 

(US 6,278,975 61). 

6. Claim 54: 

Kelley, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• (a)receiving a voiced command from a voice input device of an ultrasound 
imaging system to insert a textual phrase into a section of an ultrasound 
examination report (See at least Fig. 3, Fig. 6-10, 1|0067, 1|0068). 

• (b) identifying a set of textual phrases associated with the section (See at least 
1f0068). Here, the physician not dictating the entire body of text and containing 
the essential majority of the often repetitive language serves as set of textual 
phrases associated with the section. 

• (d) inserting the textual phrase selected in (c) into the section (See at least 
110068). 

Kelley does not explicitly disclose processing voice commands. However, 
Brant discloses a similar system provided below: 

• (c) converting the received voiced command into a textual phrase selected from 
the set of textual phrases identified in (b); and (See at least column 11, lines 35- 
46). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 
the selected voice command features of Brant to comprehensively administer 
ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the 
efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 



Application: 10/823,980 
Art Unit: 3686 



Paper No. 20091204 
Page 4 



any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor 
risk of unexpected results. 

7. Claim 55 & 63: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses further 
comprising receiving a voiced request to create an ultrasound examination 

report, the ultrasound examination report comprising a plurality of sections 
associated with a respective set of textual phrases (See at least Fig. 7, 1|0068, 
110079). 

8. Claim 56 & 64: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Brant further discloses further 
comprising automatically displaying a set of available voice commands 
associated with the section (See at least Fig. 9, column 7, lines 16-32). Here, the 
list of commands serves as displaying a set of available voice commands. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 
the selected voice command features of Brant to comprehensively administer 
ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the 
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efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 
any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor 
risk of unexpected results. 

9. Claim 58 & 66: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses wherein 
(a) comprises receiving a voiced command to insert a textual phrase into a 
section of an ultrasound examination report displayed on an ultrasound imaging 
system (See at least Fig. 6, Fig. 8, Fig. 9, 1|0066). Here, the Bladder Ultrasound 
KBT serves as an inserted ultrasound examination report. Also, ultrasound 
reporting and displaying is taught. 

10. Claim 59 & 67: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses wherein 
(a) comprises receiving a voiced command to insert a textual phrase into a 
section of an ultrasound examination report displayed on an ultrasound review 
station (See at least 1|0041 , 1|0054, 1|0068). In the first citation, the computer 
terminal serves as an ultrasound review station. In the second citation, the 
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11. Claim 60 & 68: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the linnitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses: 

• (e) receiving a voiced request to insert an image into a section of the ultrasound 
examination report (See at least Fig. 3, Fig. 6, Fig. 7, 1|0065-1|0067, 1|0079). In 
the first citation, the patient's sample Bladder Ultrasound KBT serves as the 
ultrasound examination report. 

• (f) inserting the image into the ultrasound examination report in response to the 
voiced request received in (See at least Fig. 7, 1|0065-1|0067, 1100790). 

12. Claim 61 & 69: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Brant further discloses: 

• (e) receiving a voiced request to edit a section of the ultrasound examination 
report (See at least column 8, lines 47-49, column 1 1 , lines 23-29 & 60-65). In 
the first and third citations, ultrasound utilization is taught. In the second citation, 
a report is generated after a query command. 

• (f) editing the section of the ultrasound examination report in response to the 
voiced request received in (See at least Fig. 7, Fig. 8, column 7, lines 16-32). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 

time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 

the voice command managing of ultrasound reports of Brant to comprehensively 
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administer ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have 
improved the efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily 
and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue 
experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

13. Claim 62: 

Kelley, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• (a) receiving a voiced command from a voice input device of an ultrasound 
review station to insert a textual phrase into a section of an ultrasound 
examination report (See at least Fig. 3, Fig. 6-10, 1|0067, 1|0068). 

• (b) identifying a set of textual phrases associated with the section (See at least 
110068). 

• (c) converting the received voiced command into a textual phrase selected from 
the set of textual phrases identified in (See at least 1|0068). 

Kelley does not explicitly disclose processing voice commands. However, 

Brant discloses a similar system provided below: 

• (d) inserting the textual phrase selected in (c) into the section (See at least Fig. 9, 
column 2, lines 38-57, column 11, lines 35-46). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 

time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 

the selected voice command features of Brant to comprehensively administer 

ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the 

efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 
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any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor 
risk of unexpected results. 

14. Claim 100: 

Kelley, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• receiving a voice signal from a voice input device of an ultrasound imaging 
system (See at least Fig. 3, Fig. 6-10, if0067, 1|0068). 

• witli the ultrasound imaging system, inserting the text into an ultrasound 
examination report (See at least Fig. 3, Fig. 6, Fig. 7, 1|0065-1|0067, 1|0079). In 
the first citation, the patient's sample Bladder Ultrasound KBT serves as the 
ultrasound examination report. 

Kelley does not explicitly disclose processing voice commands. However, 

Brant discloses a similar system provided below: 

• with the ultrasound imaging system, converting the voice signal into text (See at 
least column 11, lines 35-46 and 60-65). Here, the ultrasound signal and 
processor serve as the ultrasound imaging system. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 

time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 

the selected voice command features of Brant to comprehensively administer 

ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the 

efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 

any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor 

risk of unexpected results. 



Application: 10/823,980 
Art Unit: 3686 



Paper No. 20091204 
Page 9 



15. Claim 101: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Brant further discloses wherein 
(b) comprises converting the voice signal into text using a voice recognition unit 
of the ultrasound imaging system (See at least 1|0054, 1|01 19; Claim 24). In the 
first citation, the ultrasound procedure serves as the ultrasound imaging system. 
In the second citation, the input device having user specific voice recognition 
capability serves as a voice recognition unit. 



16. Claim 102 & 108: 

Kelley, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• a voice recognition unit coupled with the voice input device, the voice recognition 
unit being operative to convert a voice signal received from the voice input device 
into text (See at least 1|0079). Here, the voice recognition engine serves as the 
voice recognition unit being operative to convert a voice signal received from the 
voice input device into text. 

Kelley does not explicitly disclose a voice hardware device. However, Brant 

discloses a similar system provided below: 

• a voice input device (See at least column 2, lines 26-29). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 
the selected voice hardware device of Brant to comprehensively administer 
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ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the 
efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 
any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor 
risk of unexpected results. 



17. Claim 103 & 109: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses wherein 
the voice recognition unit is further operative to provide the text to an ultrasound 
examination report (See at least 1|0004, 1|0054, 1|0068). In the second citation, 
the ultrasound procedure serves as an ultrasound examination report. 

18. Claim 104: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses further 
comprising a processor coupled with the voice input device, wherein the voice 
recognition unit is implemented with the processor (See at least HOOI 2, HO1 1 9; 
Claim 24). 
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19. Claim 105: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses further 

comprising a processor coupled with the voice input device and the voice 
recognition unit (See at least 1|01 1 9; Claim 1 1 ). 

20. Claim 106: 

Kelley, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• (a) receiving a voice signal from a voice input device of an ultrasound review 
station (See at least 1f0041 , 1f0068). In the first citation, the computer terminal 
serves as an ultrasound review station. 

• (c) with the ultrasound review station, inserting the text into an ultrasound 
examination report (See at least 1|0041 , 1|0054) In the second citation, the 
ultrasound procedure serves as an ultrasound examination report. 

Kelley does not explicitly disclose a work station. However, Brant discloses a 

similar system provided below: 

• (b) with the ultrasound review station, converting the voice signal into text (See at 
least Fig. 1 , column 1 1 , lines 35-46 and 60-65). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 

time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley so as to have include 

the ultrasound review station of Brant to comprehensively administer ultrasound 

reporting to optimize the diagnosing capabilities to have improved the efficiency 

of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any 
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person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 



21. Claim 107: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses wherein 
(b) comprises converting the voice signal into text using a voice recognition unit 
of the ultrasound review station (See at least 1|0041 , 1|0068). In the first citation, 
the computer terminal serves as an ultrasound review station. 

22. Claim 110: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses further 
comprising a processor coupled with the voice input device, wherein the voice 
recognition unit is implemented with the processor (See at least 1|001 2, 1|01 1 9; 
Claim 24). 
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23. Claim 111: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Kelley further discloses further 

comprising a processor coupled with the voice input device and the voice 
recognition unit (See at least 1|01 1 9; Claim 1 1 ). 

24. Claims 57 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Kelley (US 2003 /01 54085 A1 ) in views of Brant (US 6,278,975 B1 ) further 
in view of Lamer (US 6,766,297 B1 ). 

25. Claim 57 & 65: 

Kelley and Brant disclose the limitation mentioned above. Kelley and Brant do 
not disclose the following limitations. However, Lamer further discloses: 

• (e) receiving a voiced request for a display of a set of available voice commands 
associated with the section (See at least Fig. 2, column 4, lines 27-46). Here, the 
saved command words serve as a set of available voice commands associated 
with the section. 

• (f) displaying the set of available voice commands associated with the section in 
response to the voiced request received in (See at least Fig. 2, Fig. 4, column 4, 
line 57 to column 5, line 7). Here, the displayed dictation window serves as 
displaying the set of available voice commands. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 

time of the invention, to have modified the system of Kelley and Brant so as to 
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liave include the saved and displayable voice command features of Lamer to 
comprehensively administer ultrasound reporting to optimize the diagnosing 
capabilities to have improved the efficiency of the system, since so doing could 

be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with 
neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be 
directed to Teresa Woods whose telephone number is 571.270.5509. The Examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry O'Connor can be reached at 571.272.6787. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://portai.uspto.qov/externai/portai/pair . 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

IT. W./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3686 
12/10/09 



/Gerald J. O'Connor/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 3686 



